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THE CROWN AND MONOPOLIES
of them obtained from Charles the sole right to sell to
coal for the London market. This, as has been poijj
was a monopoly within a monopoly, for only a hostman"!
sell coal for shipment and now only an inner ring of the
men could supply the London market.1 The consequence of
this and many other grants of exclusive privileges to corpora-
tions was really a system of indirect taxation which violated
all the canons of sound finance. The Crown received relatively
little, but owing to its interference the price of commodities
was raised, their quality often deteriorated, and the progress
of industry was hampered.2 It is calculated that in order that
the Crown might receive £80,000 a year gross from the mono-
polies in starch, coal, salt, and soap, the consumer had to pay
between £200,000 and £300,000 a year more for those articles.3
|The attitude of the Crown to the monopolistic trading com-
panies was a curious medley of inconsistencies. It would seem
as if there were only two logical courses to pursue—to throw
trade open to all merchants or to respect the exclusive rights
granted to companies. The early Stuarts, however, followed no
consistent policy of any kind relative to the companies and,
while causing merchants heavy losses by interfering, neither
threw open the trade nor secured a substantial increase of
revenue by maintaining existing monopolies or granting new
one's. jA brief statement of the relations between the Crown and
the East India Company will illustrate the ineptitude of the
course pursued.
The charter of 1600 -granted the East India Company cthe
whole entire and only trade and traffic3 in all places, between
the Cape of Good Hope and the Straits of Magellan, not in the
possession of friendly powers, yet James in 1604 licensed Sir
Edward Michelborne to trade in China and elsewhere in the
East, and the East India Company suffered in reputation, for
the native rulers naturally made little distinction between one
English ship and another. Legitimate traders, therefore, were
penalized for the misdeeds of freebooters. Again, although
James solemnly confirmed the exclusive privileges of the East
India Company in 1609, soon afterwards he was persuaded
to establish a Scottish East India Company with powers so
1 Scott, op. cit., i. 208-9. Cf. J. U. Nef, The Rise of the British Coal Industry (1932),
ii. 279-80.        2 George Unwin, The Gilds and Companies of London (1908), p. 327.
3 Scott, op. cit., p. 214.

